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ABSTRACT

A questionnaire was sent to the 7 state agency
directors, 61 college presidents, and 61 college board chairmep of
public tvo-year colleges that had established statewide agencies
since 1968, and had institutional boards in existence prior to the
state agency, to determine their perceptions of the changes in the
povwers and duties of college boards as a result of state
coordination. Responses were received from 6 state directors, 43
college presidents, and 25 board chairmen. The survey results
indicated that: (1) in the majority of states reporting, the
state~level agencies regulated only public two-year colleges; (2) the
basis of authority for the state and institutional boards existed in
statutory provisions in the majority of cases; (3) institutional
boards govermed the local colleges; (&) the size of the state and
institutional boards varied from state to state; (5) the majority of
the institutional boards were elected by the public; a sizable number
of institutional boards were filled, however, by gubernatorial
appointment; (6) the length of terms of institutional board members
varied from 3 to 7 years; (7) in the majority, there was no limit on
the number of consecutive terms that a board of trustee member could
serve; and (8) only geographic considerations were made to assure
representatives in the institutional board of trustees in most cases.
(DB)
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EFFECTS OF STATE COORDINATION UFON TWO YEAR
COLLEGE BOARDS OF TRUSTEES

In 1960 there were 405 public two year colleges enrolling 566,224 students.
In 1974 there were 1165 public two year colleges enrolling 3,144,643 students.l
mmmmmmmmmmnnmsmmmm
tion of American higher education to became an important segment of public higher
education.

The Carnegle Cammission report of 1970 best outlined the reasons for the
increased popularity of public two year colleges. In that report‘opmmssim.
Mcum,ammmmmm,ammmmor
mmfwammmtyarm,ﬂnmuimormmmwm
mmmmmmmmmmmdm,mmmm
of continuing education for working adults proved the worth of public two year
cn::lleg;es.2

Traditiomllythewbllctwyeareonegeradbemgwemedmﬂybylocal
boards of trustees., The advantage of local boards of trustees was that local
trustees were generally more responsive to local needs. The situation of loeal
eonegesbeirggovamdsolelybylocalmsteesnm&ndmﬂmmedmmm
well for more than fifty years. However, during the late 1950's and early 1960°'s,
the public two year college movement began to blossom. During the 1960's the
mmberofmmucmyem'couegesmﬂnnmm,mﬂstudentmnmntm-
creased fivefold. This tremendous influx of students, and the nearly continuous
opaumormtmyearcolleges,unreasedtheomtiomlmﬂmualemes
of these colleges far beyond the capability of local tax units. The two most
obvious sources of needed funds were the state legislatures and the federal

Congress. Primarily, the two year colleges turned to the state legislatures.
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As bewlldered state legislators were faced by increasing mmbers of college
mm;,mwmm,w(mlggmMJmammmlp.-
'melegislammedtomeviatememeumrm'state funds, avoid
expensive program duplication, assure that all needed services were provided,
meet the need for long range planming, and finally, acquire help from professionals
in making the correct decisions. In order to accomplish these goals, legislators
and governars turned increasingly to state-level agencles to regulate the public
two year colleges and to give advice regarding the development of the colleges.

The move toward state coordimation or governance of public two year colleges
has nearly been completed in all fifty states. Thus, institutions that had
originally met the local needs have became so important to the welfare of all
people that states no longer can afford not to regulate their activities. The
move toward state coordination resulted in confusion over whc actually possessed
the power to cperate the institutions. This confusion has been exhibited in
recent publications on the subject.

The confusion over state coordination of two year colleges coupled with the
lack of previous research regarding the effects of state coordination upon
public two year colleges boards led the Department of Higher Bducation of Indiana
University to develop a research project on the subject.

In the initial r.age of the study, the states which had established state-
wide agencies for public two year colleges since 196§ and which had institutional
boarvis in existence prior to the imposition of the state agency were ascertained.

Forty-four state agency directors in forty-three states (Cormecticut had
two agencies) participated in this phase of the study.
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RESULTS OF PHASE ONE

Forty-one responses were received. These responses indicated that eight
staﬁesﬁttmpamemornnseme. However, Indiana was eliminated
becausetlmemmﬂsmmmnctmyem'couegeﬁthitsmboamw
trustees in the state. Also, Indiana was not surveyed because no full-time
director was employed .y the state agency during the time the study was
conducted. The remaining seven states were California, Colarado, Marylam,
Montana, Nebtraska, South Carolina and Wyaming. A total of sixty-one public
two vear colleges were selected for participation in the study.

PHASE TWO

After the completion of the initial phase of the study a questionnaire
was sent to the seven state agency directors, sixty-one college presidents and
sixty-one college board chairmen to ascertain their perceptions of the changes
in the powers and duties of college boards resulting from state coordination. The
questionnaire used in the second phase of the study had two sections. The first
section sought specific background information regarding when the state boards were
established, the size of the state and institutional boards, the method of
selection of board members, etc. The secord section included a checklist of
functions typlcally exercised by institutional boards of trustees. The participants
were asked to indicate in separate columns if institutional boards exercised
& specific function prior to state coordination, af'ter state coordination, or
not at all. Thirty-two functions were listed under six general functional areas.
These were curriculum, educational policy, finance, facilities, persormel, and
research.

Six state directars, forty-three college presidents, and twenty-five college
board chairmen responded to the questiormaire. The seventh state director sent
a copy of state legislation relating to the powers and duties of the state agency
and institutional boards. |



institutimmsmmanadu& ‘7 capacity, A mmber of participants
ﬁmSouthcamlimrepwtedﬂntﬂzemla -onship between the state and insti-
tutional board was st1ll being defined.
Ehesizeortmstatemmstimtimlbom'dsm&ﬁm:statetom.
Stateboamsmmedmsizem”mtoﬁmeenmnbemammnuummm
ranged in size from five to thirteen members.
ItvasmportedﬂmtamdwityoftheimtitutiwmbOaMsmelectedby
the public; hwever.asimablemmberorinstituﬁmalboaxﬂsmﬁnedby
gubernatorial appointment.
ﬂ}ele:gthoftennsﬁn*imtituﬂmmmsm&wﬂhﬂemt
bemgtln'eeyearsandthelor@estsemyears.
Inalargemdorityorcasestheremmumitmthemormecutive
tmtﬁuchoouldbesa'vedbyabom\ioftmsteemmber It was noted, however,
bysmeremmsﬁmMMtratasoerl,lwk,alimtoremcmsec-
‘utive terms would be established.
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Inamamworeaseamépaxuoipamswtﬁatmummncm-
siderations were made to assure representativeness in the institutional board of
trustees. A sizeable minority of participants indicated that no provisions had
been made to assure representative boards. ‘

By their responses to the checklist of finctions and to the final open ended
question, the state agency directors had indicated:

1. mu)estatesmmyed,ﬂnstatebomﬂsmadevelopedwmdevelopim,
in cooperation with institutional boards, a set of general policies with which
institutional board policy must at least be consistent.

2. In nearly every state surveyed, new academic programs must at least be
reviewed at the state level.

3. In nearly every state surveyed, standardized accounting procedures had
been developed to make state-level review of budget request easier.

4, The new guidelines and accounting procedures required more reporting to
the state agency by the institutiéns.

Responding to the same two sections, the college presiden: indicated:

1. The institutional boards had lost considerable control over cwrricular
t\mctiomasaresult’of state coordination, This loss hampered the boards in
attempting to respond quickly to meet local needs,

2. The institutional boards had lost considerable control over firancial
management as a result of state coordination.

3. FPresidents spent more time campleting reports to be sent to the state
level agency.

4. Mtwhmre"redtape"mrequiredtoobtainappmvalforamwpmm
or & budget request. This made it more difficult to respond to local needs.

5. Standardized accounting procedures assured that when budgetary requests
mmdeﬂmtﬂmamid&imthmwstmmmmﬂwmm
as those who had prepared the budget.
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The responses of the instituticnal board chairmen to these two partions of
the study indicated: |

1. Except in the area of finance, the institutional board exercised nearly
all fnctions after state coardination that it had exercised before state coor-
- dinatin,

2. More "red tape" was involved in obtaining stete approval for new academic
programs or increased appropriations,

3. State coordinaticn had stifled the development of new programs for fear
that .ew programs may have resultad in a lessening of financial suppart for
existing programs.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The following conclusions were based on the findines of the study:

1. The creation of state agencles for coordimating public two year colleges
does change the powers and duties of institutional governing boards which existed
prior to the creation of the state agencies.

2. State agency directors, college presidents, and institutional board
cMJmenhavediffudrgpemeptimsofthemtmofthectmgest&utMchcmm,
butttesedﬁferhgpemepti«smwbeammltmormkxmeptm
than of actual confusion concerming what has happened. _

3. State directors tend to see their roles as facilitating and advisary more
than controlling.

i, The presidents perceptions of state coordination of two year colleges
tend to be affected by the presidents need to be aware of the faculty role in
institutional governance.
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5. mmﬂcw:mnmeptimtaﬂtobemectedbytheth
roles that boards have secen for themselves, with emphasis on finances and facilities,
Perhaps it is unrealistic to expect board members to have significant perceptions
of changes wrought by the creation of state agencies, since boards have to and
probably should depend primarily on their presidents for the information they get.

6. The changes that have occurred as a result of the impostion of state
agencies influencing already existing two year college boards are most evident
in terms, first, of finances and facilities and, second, in terms of broad
curricular controls, p.  rily in inhibiting the development of new programs.
&mdmmlmncies,mhhutmm,mhemwdm
serious consideration at an early date.

The following recommendations are based on the findings and conclusions
of the study.

1, State coordinating agencies and institutional boards of trustees should
cooperate fully in the development of broad policy rtatements which define state
agency functions to allow for considerable independence for institutional boards
of trustees.

2. Institutional boards of trustees should be given considerable freedam
to develop academic and vocational programs to meet the needs of the district
served by the college.

3. The appropriation of state funds for operational expenses should be
based on broad formulas.

b, state agencies and institutional boards should cooperate in the de-
velomentcfaf&cihtymsterplaninoxﬂertoasmmvisionofadeqmte
facilities,

5. Individual colleges should continue conducting research to ascertain
mﬂegeaﬁemnﬂtymedsnthassistmeﬁmtmmteamy.
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6. Bemmhmpﬂimlamgeplmmmmbedjmwby
the institutional boards and state agencies.
7. A study should be conducted to ascertain whether increased state control

accompanies increased proportions of state financial support.
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